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Others   
Alisha Bouchard,  Projects Administrator for State Reclamation and Mosquito 

Control Board  
Gary Gonyea,  Department of Environmental Protection (former SRMCB DEP 

Member)  
Kimberly King, Vector Borne Disease Corporation 
Mettie Whipple,  Eel River Watershed  
 

1. Call to Order, Attendance, and Introductory Remarks  
 
Mark Buffone, Chairman of the SRMCB, called the meeting to order at 10:30 AM. He stated 
that the meeting is being held at the UMASS Eastern Extension Center, 240 Beaver Street in 
Waltham on Wednesday, May 30th 2007.  He also noted that the meeting had been posted 
at both the Secretary of State’s office and Executive Office of Administration and Finance 
pursuant to the Open meeting Law. Further, he thanked everyone for their cooperation in 
signing the distributed attendance sheet identifying themselves and their affiliation. 
Finally, he noted that the three members of the Board were present this morning and 
proclaimed that the Board has a quorum for voting purposes.  In the traditional format, 
he introduced the three members including himself as Chairman, Mark Buffone 
representing the Department of Agricultural Resources, Mike Gildesgame for the 
Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation and Glenn Haas representing 
the Department of Environmental Protection.  
 
Chairman Buffone also introduced the projects administrator Alisha Bouchard and 
stated that she was at the Boards last meeting and at that time was selected as the 
projects administrator but it was not official.  The Chairman commented that he is 
happy to note for the record that Alisha is official in the capacity of the projects 
administrator and is doing a very good job.   
 
He continued by acknowledging the Commissioners in attendance and stated that the 
Board is always pleased when Commissioners attend and participate.   
 
Finally, the Chairman asked for everyone in the meeting to identify themselves and 
their affiliation for the record. 
 

2. Vote to approve March 28, 2007 Meeting Minutes/Summary  
 
Background:.  Chairman Buffone distributed several copies of the March 28, 2007 
minutes. He asked the other members of the Board if they had any edits and/or 
comments?  He then asked others in attendance if they had any comments concerning 
the minutes?  Hearing none, Chairman Buffone entertained a motion to approve the 
minutes as written. 
 
Questions and Discussion:   
NONE 
 
Action Taken:  Mike Gildesgame made a motion to approve the minutes.  And the 
motion was seconded by Glenn Haas and voted unanimously.  
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3. Vote to certify FY 08 mosquito control budgets 
 
Background: 
 
In keeping with the 2005 budget policy of the Board (Policy 2005-2), the Board main 
objective today is to certify the Fiscal Year 2008 mosquito control budgets. The 
Chairman stated that he asked the project administrator, Alisha Bouchard to make a 
brief report to the Board on the final FY 08 mosquito control budget figures.  He 
mentioned that the amounts might differ from the estimated amounts received on or 
before December 30, 2006. He continued that some of the final budget figures will 
reflect increases due to cities and towns voting to join a particular mosquito control 
project (MCP), and where MCPs budget request have exceeded allowed standard 
percent increases, the Board has requested MCPs to send written justifications. With 
this background, the Chairman turned it over to Alisha to update the Board. 
 
Questions and Discussion:  
Alisha began by thanking the MCPs because there has been a flurry of intense work 
activity and commented that she appreciated their responsiveness and help in meeting 
her requests. She admitted that due to time constraints and the standard learning 
curve of a new position, that she was not able to pull together the entire package of 
information.  However, she commented that whatever was missing could be added at a 
later date. She continued and made the following comments. 
 

• Overall the FY08 budget summaries for the cherry sheet estimates were the 
requests for the FY08 Total $9,018,107 this amount represents a total increase 
of 7% overall compared to FY 07 estimates 

 
• Member communities’ total 192, which include new towns of Topsfield, Bolyston 

and Lancaster.  The figures do not include a couple of other towns possibly 
joining the Central MA Mosquito Control Project like Devens and Uxbridge  

 
• In terms of balance forwards, she will have to follow up with the Board because 

of time limits and level of detail required didn’t get a chance to pull that 
together The Chairman interjected that Alisha was referring to rollovers which 
was an issue in the past few years.  He mentioned that the Board has asked the 
MCPs and Commissions to keep those rollovers to a minimum percentage 
understanding that you need the rollover but to avoid excessive balance 
rollovers.  Alisha stated that in order to provide an accurate estimate, she would 
need evaluate the numbers more closely in order to project better numbers. 

 
• Berkshire, Bristol and Plymouth MCPs have requested approximately a 2.5% 

funding increase.  The Cape requested a funding increase for some additional 
increased payroll costs, increased retirement and group insurance s, Medicare 
and increased fuel costs and the costs of operating additional equipment such as 
another truck.   

 
• Central MCP had a 2.5% increase plus funding estimated for new town 

membership of Bolyston and Lancaster becoming members.  She noted that 
these estimates were derived from the Department of Revenue (DOR).  She 
reminded the Board that Central had a couple of pending towns that may 
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• Northeast requested budget increase of approximately 2% with the addition of 

 
• Norfolk MCP requested increase of to cover the costs of the projects expansion 

le 

at 

r 

roll 

ew 
ted 

 
• Suffolk MCP requested an increase to help update old equipment and acquisition 

 
• The State Reclamation and Mosquito Board was level funded due to the fact that 

re was 

 
• East Middlesex MCP as a voluntary trust is not subject to cherry sheets and in 

 

 
uch d arding this agenda item and a summary of the comments is 

one stated that the figures presented are the best available to date and 

ike Gildesgame noted the outstanding percent increase for the Norfolk County MCP 

irector of the Norfolk MCP John Smith answered that the MCP has voluntarily level 

he 

become members such as Divans and Uxbridge.  A total of 38 towns including
Boylston and Lancaster are in the current budget numbers she recalled.   

another community of Topsfield and now the MCP totals 31 communities.   

of its surveillance program and to fund the increased demands, funding of an 
FTE Entomologist and associated costs such as lab equipment, computer, vehic
and so on. Also this increase covers costs associated with multiple aerial larval 
control operations including but not limited to the costs of materials used and 
cost of the aerial applicator contract.  In addition, increased operational costs 
Norfolk include new lease agreement that DCAM is finalizing for the Norwood 
Conference Center it provides the provision to increase current rent by 5.3% fo
the first 30 months and then will increase 9.7% of previous rental costs 
thereafter.  Also, Norfolk indicated fluctuating fuel costs, increased pay
costs, and increased GIC rates, aging fleet vehicles used for adulticide 
applications and are greater than 5 years old and they may need some n
vehicles versus trying to keep up with the maintenance and the costs associa
with maintenance of an older fleet.   

of a new sprayer and restore staff levels to those of fiscal 06 and additional 
money will be directly applied to any upgrade in new services.   

cost savings may be identified as a result of the vacancy of the projects 
administrator position January to April 2007.  She did mentioned that the
there was a projected increase of $8,185 in the FY08 spending plan but that she 
needed to go back and look at that.  Also, another outstanding issue mentioned 
was that there was a backlog chargeback’s from oversight agencies such as ITD 
and Comptrollers.  She remarked that she needed the time to evaluate this 
information before being able to provide exact numbers.   

practice included the estimated spending plan figure that came from the FY08
estimated amount.  

iscussion ensued regM
listed below. 
 
hairman BuffC

the Board needs to inform the Department of Revenue as to what the Board is going to 
certify.  He asked if there were any questions from the other members? 
 
M
and commented that he assumed that this was not the normal request. 
 
D
funded the MCP over the past few years and admitted that it should have taken 
advantage of the allowed increase each year. He also stated that he recognized t
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 years 

hairman Buffone remarked that the percent increases of any MCP would be 
ted the 

Norfolk 

teve Antunes-Kenyon speaking on behalf of Bristol MCP prefaced his remarks by saying 

t 

hairman Buffone commented that Bristol should consider using some of the past 

oth Wayne Andrews and Steve Antunes-Kenyon stated that these funds wouldn’t last 

teve Antunes-Kenyon stated that he was glad to see the SRMCB is accepting this 
 in 

ayne Andrews mentioned that budget increases were good but that needs to be 

ohn Smith agreed this was a good point and stated that Norfolk paid very close 
ed 

lenn Haas remarked that one thing he noticed was that in several of the justifications 

ther or 

hairman Buffone noted that Glenn has a valid point.  He continued saying that it 
ns 

percent increase may be perceived as excessive but went on that it was clearly 
justified.  The increase was critical due to public health issues over the past few
to fill a new position and acquire an entomologist and satisfy member communities’ 
demands for service.  He continued that their MCP was one of the MCP that did not 
have this important position. 
 
C
questioned and challenged by DOR.  However, this is why the Board implemen
new policy after discussions with DOR that includes written justifications.  The 
Chairman commented that from his perspective the MCP request is justify since 
County is close to the disease triangle of EEEv that has been a high profile issue.    
 
S
he thought what they are doing is a good thing by getting an Entomologist.  However, 
he felt that one of the issues this brings up is it only widens the gap between Bristol 
County the area that we serve on a per dollar basis.  He mentioned that at some poin
in time Bristol would like to do additional work like increase larviciding, aerial 
larviciding doing some of that the first time this year which can be expensive.   
 
C
rollover balances to cover these costs.  
 
B
long since treating required acres would cost a couple hundred thousand dollars every 
time the operation was performed.   
 
S
substantial increase and asked that if Bristol wishes do to something similar to this
the future that that might be possible.   
 
W
balanced with the cities and towns assessments in order to avoid cities and towns 
opting out of the MCP. 
 
J
attention when approving this increase by the Commission.  However, he continu
that if the public demands concerning disease detection, then you have to have the 
appropriate personnel in place. 
 
G
for increases, increases in group insurance costs were cited.  Glenn mentioned that we 
need to also recognize that they are also increasing for the towns too.  Glenn 
continued that he is only making an observation and that he is questioning whe
not MCPs want to use this as one of their reasons for asking for increases.   
 
C
should be something that the MCPs should consider removing form their justificatio
since cities and towns could argue that they have the same increases. 
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Mike Gildesgame stated that he thought it is still important to put that in the 
justification if that is a significant reason why the budget is going up even though the 
towns may say well we have to do the same thing.   
 
Chairman Buffone suggested that since we are questioned about budget increases that 
the justifications to the Board and to DOR must be as detailed as possible. 
 
The discussion continued on justification of budget increases. 
 
Steve Antunes-Kenyon questioned as these budgets are approved first by the 
Commissions whether outreach to their respective communities takes place such as 
Commissioners contacting their cities / towns about significant budgetary changes.   
 
Rich Pollack Norfolk County Commissioner commented that regarding this particular 
request for the addition of an FTE Entomologist.  He stated that increasingly member’s 
towns are asking the Commission and Commissioners what are doing for us?  How many 
traps do you have?  What sort of viral number is occurring?  So there is a huge new 
burden placed on the Norfolk MCP.  To me this is not so much an addition rather than 
leveling the playing field.  There should have been an Entomologist at this Project 10 
years ago.  That was a huge hole this is filling that in; many of the other Projects have 
an Entomologist on staff.  There is a need for somebody to be there full time for 
efficacy and resistance testing and so forth since this is what towns are demanding.   
 
Chairman Buffone confessed that it is a balancing act in trying to keep costs down but 
at the same time to provide services in that the Commissions, MCPs, and Board are 
receiving many demands for more information including but not limited to the 
environmental community who are looking for a lot of information that justifies 
mosquito control activities.  A FTE entomologist is obviously going to help gain that 
information so that the concerns of the environmental community are satisfied and the 
general public at large.   
 
Rich Pollack stated that as a Commissioner he was in contact with many of his member 
communities in response to discussions about having a formal process of budget 
outreach to cities and towns.  
 
Walter Montgomery of the Northeast MCP commented that his member towns know 
what their mosquito assessment is and if it increases or decreases you will hear about it 
and you will have discussions with the finance committee.  He remarked that it is not 
like something you just do it and nobody knows about it.   
 
Chairman Buffone stated that he did not know if there a need for the Board members 
to have a process like this so unless or until some kind of a need comes up the Board 
could look into it.   
 
Alisha Bouchard asked the question, is there a way that if a particular town gets their 
assessed amount and they can’t live within their assessment is there a way they can 
have reduced services and thus reduce the assessment?   
 
John Smith responded by saying that DOR doesn’t have any mechanism to reduce that 
assessment for any current or coming year.  They can do it in the following year. 
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Walter Montgomery stated that the assessment is simply based on a formula. 
He added that if the town states they can’t afford the assessment, they usually opt out 
of membership. 
 
Chairman Buffone stated that the formulas are established in enabling acts of 
legislation that created the MCP.  The Chairman indicated that the Board must proceed 
to the next agenda item. 
 
But before so, he stated that if MCP is looking to increase budgets to pass it to the 
Board sooner than later for discussion and guidance prior to the May budget meetings 
and the Board can review on a case by case situation.  The Board certainly wants to see 
the MCP have enough funding to do their mandate.     
 
So, if there is no other questions, the Chairman entertain a motion that the Board 
certify the amounts presented to the State Comptroller and indicate that the 
expenditures for Fiscal Year 2008 will not exceed these related amounts as Alisha has 
presented.  And to also in the motion formally direct Alisha to notified DOR by June 1st 
– to DOR so they have the assessments.   
 
 
Action Taken:  
 
I would entertain a motion that the Board after review of the FY 08 budget amounts as 
compiled and presented by the projects administrator Alisha Bouchard that the Board 
certify these amounts to the state comptroller indicating that the expenditures for the 
FY 08 mosquito control budgets will not exceed related assessments and direct Alisha 
to formally notify DOR by Friday June 1st of the Board votes.   
 
 
Glenn Haas made a motion to approve the motion that the FY 08 budget amounts as 
compiled and presented by the projects administrator Alisha Bouchard that the Board 
certify these amounts to the state comptroller indicating that the expenditures for FY 
08 mosquito control budgets will not exceed related assessments and direct Alisha to 
formally notify DOR by Friday June 1st. Mike Gildesgame seconded the motion.  
 
Hearing no discussion, the vote to approve the budget carried unanimously. 
 
At this point in the meeting, Board member Glenn Haas left the meeting but the Board 
still had a quorum. 
 

4. Clarification of Anvil label directions 
 
Background: 
Chairman provided the following background. 
 
He stated that this matter is a very recent issue that has been brought to the attention 
of the Board.  Specifically, Wayne Andrews, Superintendent of the BCMCP expressed 
concern on behalf of his Commission and as a beekeeper.  The BCMCPC asked via 
Wayne for clarification on the new label for Anvil and impact on truck based spraying 
on bees.  
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The concern was that honeybees are very active from sunrise to sunset on a number of 
prominent plants located along roadsides. Direct contact within 50 feet with Anvil 
could have a significant impact on honeybees.   
 
He wanted to know if they could continue to use Anvil with the old label if they had 
product in stock. 
 
The Chairman remarked that the Board contacted Wally Terrill of Clarke Mosquito 
Control Products to provide a brief presentation of the label changes.  Also, the 
Chairman asked Steven Antunes-Kenyon Department of Agricultural Resources 
Toxicologist to be available to provide the Board with information or at a minimum to 
answer questions. 
 
The Chairman remarked that essentially, the issue comes down to the fact that 
honeybees are active from sunrise to sunset and the Department of Agricultural 
Resources (DAR) as the state lead agency for pesticides must enforce the label and 
goes beyond DAR control. This means that the MCPs essentially would have to start 
later and finish earlier.  
 
So practically speaking, if a MCP traditionally started spraying at 7:30 PM they may 
have to wait until sunset, which might begin at 8:14 PM, and if the MCP normally truck 
sprays from 4-8AM, they would have to stop at 5:10 AM 
 
This may have operational impacts for particular MCPs in terms of staffing hours, public 
perception, visibility, exposure, and backyard portable mist blower operations etc.  
 
Questions and Discussion:  
Before discussing the issue, the Chairman invited Wally Terrill to proceed with his 
PowerPoint presentation. 
 
These are the 5 elements that have changed:  trained applicators, clear aquatic 
hazards labeling, droplet size, calibration, bee precautions (which is the concern here 
and timing and frequency),  
 
Trained applicators EPA intentions with this label change is to keep all ULV adulticides 
out of homeowners hands, which they have done I think a pretty good job because 
every state has different requirements but these are general use products that people 
can by so what they put on the label now is a term called ‘trained applicators.’  So 
these products are authorized for use for government, public health employees, 
certified applicators, operators, technicians, other applicators, operators, technicians 
authorized by the state and supervised applicators. So the labeling will encompass 
everybody that might have a pesticide license or is authorized from a government or 
public health employee but not a homeowner.  MCPs, companies or distributor can 
legally say if a homeowner calls and wants to order some “I am sorry you are not a 
trained operator.”  That is a good thing.   
 
Clear Aquatic Hazard labeling – this is a huge benefit for mosquito control since the 
EPA is trying to clarify the debate concerning pesticides applied over water and 
spraying into the water. Hazard base labeling (this is really, really huge) in that 
precautions are based on potential to cause harm versus the likelihood of exposure – so 
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that is great for us, really.  The PR Notice 2005-1 for mosquito control designed labels 
mitigates the risk over water to aquatic species.  The EPA is trying to control the risk is 
by droplet size, wind speed, application rate and height of release.  Rather than if you 
get anything in the water; that eliminates the prohibition do not apply over water.   
 
What does this mean?  The provision allows applications over the water the provision 
acknowledges there may be some permissible deposition in the water but that the 
applicator should try to ensure that the movement is toward the shore.  So if you have 
an onshore breeze you can apply over water or up to the water.   
 
Then labels will state that it is advisable to consult with state pesticide agency before 
the first application of each season to determine if other regulatory requirements 
exist.  The state can put other requirements on the label; so you have to check with 
your state agency.   
 
Droplet Size:  EPA is going to standardize droplet size on the labels.  Details found in 
aerial droplet size specifications estimates are found in air borne concentrations and 
deposition for risk assessment may vary by formulation but likely will be consistent 
across use patterns with the same active ingredient.  The typical droplet sizes now that 
are going to be on the label for aerial is going to be under 60 microns and for ground 
ULV it’s going to be under 30 microns; it may vary among pesticide labels.  EPA is 
trying to standardize.   
 
Calibration:  The effective flight speed and nozzle angle on a droplet must be 
considered.  Directions from the equipment manufacturer or vendor and pesticide 
register or test facility using a rip tunnel or laser based measurement instrument must 
be used to adjust equipment to produce appropriate spectrum.  And on the label will 
require annual test of calibration; so all machines have to be tested at least once a 
year.  That is going to be an EPA requirement.  The second thing I’ll go through all the 
manufacturers of equipment have to make sure that that nozzle will pass the droplet 
test using the wind tunnel or laser based measurement equipment.  Must be designed 
for ULV use manufacturer, vendor or test facility has verified the ability to meet 
droplet size requirements under conditions of use.   
 
Bee Precautions:  The change reflects language that states this product is highly toxic 
to honey bees.  Exceptions – documented public health threat, positive mosquito pools, 
animals or human disease, or actual disaster recovery effort.   
 
Wally stated that this change would not permit daylight application when used for 
nuisance or vector populations when disease is not confirmed you are not permitted to 
spray during daylight.   
 
Chairman Buffone thanked Wally for his presentation and outlined the issues for the 
Board to consider for a motion to vote on or to derive some consensus: 

 
• Anvil and impact on truck based spraying (Note that nowhere on the label does 

it differentiate between the use of truck and backpack applications relative to this 
language. It appears one standard for all methods of application.  
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• Can MCPs continue to use Anvil with the old label if they had product in stock? 
Technically, it is my understanding that the MCPs would not be in violation and DAR would 
not find them in violation. However since the MCPs have knowledge of the new label, and it 
has the same EPA #, the Board would suggest they do not use the old label. 

 
• The Board needs to agree on something that documents that each MCPs 

performing ground truck operations like the sunrise and sunset times from a 
credible source. The Chairman suggested a federal agency such as NOAA This is an 
excellent site.  It is from the National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National 
Weather Service (NWS) http://www.erh.noaa.gov/box/sunmoon.shtml  This site also has 
easy conversion tables for each town, which may have differences from town to 
town in any County. 

 
• DAR as the state lead agency is looking to the SRMCB to make a determination 

and if reasonable would support it from a label enforcement perspective relative to 
human health when an application is deemed to have the purpose to "prevent or control a 
threat to public and/or animal health". The Chairman stated that this determination might be 
better made in light of the DPH State surveillance and response plan and suggested the Board 
piggyback our determination on the response plan. The Chairman pointed out that the 
intention of the label is clear to insure spraying does not take place when honeybees are 
foraging.  

  
Questions and Discussion: 
A discussion ensued among those present but no definitive policy was drafted. 
 
Action Taken:  
NONE 
 
 

5. Mosquito Activity and Response Updates 
 
Background: 
 
The Chairman stated that the Board requested a couple of reports and wanted to 
clarify the Boards request. 
 
The 1st report was to Bring the Board up to date, brief narrative or statement 
concerning mosquito activity and service responses pertaining to the April Nor-Easter 
and recent rains more or less summarizing or providing a picture of the current 
situation of spring. 

  
How have this weather impacted your service areas?   
How does this spring compare to last year? 
How successful was your aerial larviciding interventions? 
Are enzootic species abundant? 
Do you have any professional feelings about the summer season both from a 
nuisance perspective and disease? 

 
 
 
 
 



STATE RECLAMATION AND MOSQUITO CONTROL BOARD MINUTES  May 30, 2007   Page 11 of 12 
 
The 2nd report was ensuring that MDPH e.g. Cindy Stinson Arbovirus Surveillance 
Program Manager and the entire Board receive this important information. Similar 
to previous years, the Board receives weekly summary narratives on the mosquito 
activity and more importantly how you are responding in your local areas.     

  
He reminded MCPs that the Board needs these reports beginning now and that it was 
part of the Boards response plan to send copies in addition to each Board member, to 
Cindy Stinson at DPH-SLI as well. I need these reports each week from each 
district. The Chairman outlined that the narrative should follow the below outline in 
clear but brief statements: 

�         Current mosquito activity/trend, is it increasing, declining, holding 
steady? 

�         Current species that are breeding or on the wing 

�         Comparison to previous season, is it the same, better, or worse 

�         Weather impacts e.g. precipitation/heat 

�         Number of requests for service, is up, down etc 

�         General statement of your intervention response to your local condition 

  
These reports will be used in addition to DPH-SLI weekly arbovirus reports to evaluate 
the season. 
 
To date, the Chairman announced that he has received reports from Berkshire, Bristol, 
Central, Cape, and Norfolk. And asked if anybody wanted to make any statements 
about the current 2007 mosquito season.   
 
Questions and Discussions: 
 
Some of the MCPs discussed their current findings including but not limited to status 
and success of spring brood larviciding programs and numbers of spring brood breeding.  
Service requests in MCPs were up but so far not in record year numbers.  One note of 
interest was that many MCPS observed early emergence of Culiseta melanura.  
I 
Action Taken: 
NONE 
 

6. Next Meeting Date 
 
Background 
 
The Chairman reminded those in attendance that the next Board meeting was 
October 31, 2007 is the next meeting changed from the previously scheduled one 
for October 24, 2007.  The Chairman also pointed out that the Board can meet on 
an as need basis whenever necessary. 
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Chairman Buffone stated it was time to adjourn the meeting and asked if there 
were any other comments or questions? 
 
 
Questions and Discussion 
 
The question was asked about the status of the MOU between the Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and the Department of Agricultural Resources 

 
Chairman Buffone pointed out that the MOU for the priority habitats from the 
perspective of pesticides will be discussed and voted by the Pesticide Board on June 
6th next Wednesday, at the McCormick Building, One Ashburton Place, 21st floor in 
Boston. 

 
He mentioned that the final MOU draft incorporate language that allow each party 
to opt out or if one party disagrees to say its not working. Also, there will be an 
annual review.  He added that the point of the MOU is to bring agencies together to 
work through risk assessments.   

 
MCPs expressed concern about impacts to their aerial larviciding and ground based 
truck spraying 

 
 
Action Taken 

     NONE 
 

 
7.  Adjournment 

 
Background:   
 
The Chairman asked if there were any other comments or questions before the Board 
officially adjourns the meeting. 
 
 
Questions and Discussion:   
NONE 
 
 
Action Taken:  Chairman Buffone made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 12:20 PM. 
The motion was seconded by Mike Gildesgame and voted unanimously. 
 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mark S. Buffone, Chairman and Alisha Bouchard, Projects Administrator 


